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S§118. Misbranding of Pabst’s Okay Specific. U. 8. * * * v, 4 Dozen Bot-
fles of Pabst’s Okay Specxﬁc. Defanlt decree of Londenulatlon,
forfeiinre, anid destruction. (I, & D, No. 11249, I. 8. No. 17059-r.
8. No. I-1721.) .

On October 9, 1919, the United States attorney for the District of Porto

Rico, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District

Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and: con-

.demnation of 4 dozen bottles of Pabst's Okay Specific, remaining in the

original unbroken packages at San Juan, P. R, alleging that the article had
been shipped on or about July 17, 1919, by the ’abst Chemical Co., Chicago,

11, and transported from the State of Illinois into the Island of Porto Rico,

and charging misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, ag amended.
- Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of thig

~departiment showed that it consisted essentially of cubebs, copaiba, unidentified

plant extractives, oil of peppermint, alcoliol, and water. .
It was alleged in substance in the libel that-the article was misbranded so as
to deceive and mislead the purchasger or purchasers thereof, in that certain

. statements regarding the curative .or therapeutic effects thereof, appearing in

wthe. circular accompanying the article, falgely and fraudulently represented it

to be effective as a remedy for gonorrheea and gleet, no matter how long stand-
ing,. leneorrhoea of women, cominonly called whites, bDladder and kidney affec-
tions, chronic seminal and mucous discharges, chronic gonerrheea, and as a cure
for the most serious cases of gonorrheea and the oldest cases of gleet, whereas,
in truth and in fact, it was not. A

On November 28, 1919, no claimant lmnn appeared for the property, judg-
ment of condemnation and forfeiture was enfered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

E. D. Baxy, Acting Seerctary of Agriculluwre.

S11i9. Misb'l-vandibug of olive oil. U. S, " * % v. Gabriel Carbatens and
Nicholas S. Monahos (N. 5. Monahos)., Plesas of guilty. Fine, $25.
(I, & D, No. 11982, I, 8. No. 11930-1.) : ’

On June 21, 1920, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
New Ybrk, acting upon a report by the Seu‘etarx of Ag Tic ulture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information ag amst
Gabriel Carbaten% and Nicholas 8. Monalos, (fopm'tnel.;, doing business as
N. §. Monalog, New York, N. Y., alleging shipment by said defendants, in
violation of the Bood and Dirugs Ar,t, as amended, on or about Apwil 3, 1919,
from the State of New York into the State of Ohio, of a quantity of an article,
labeted in part “ Extra IFine Iwmported. Olive Gil Tenmos Brand = # % Net
Contents 1 Gallon,” which was misbranded.

Ixamination of a saple of the arvticle by the Bureau of Chemistry of this
department showed that the quantity of the contents of the cans was 3 quarts,
1 pint, and 13.2 fluid ounces.

\Ilbbrandmo of the article was alleged in the information for the reason that
the statement, to wit, ** Net Contents 1 Gallon,” borne on the cans containing
the article, regarding it, was false and misleading in that it represented that
each of the cans contained 1' gallon net of the article, and for the further
reason -that it was labeled ag aforegald g0 as to deceive and misiead the
purchaser into the belief that each of said cans contained 1 gallon net of the
article, whereas, in truth and in fact, each of said cans did not contain 1
gallon net of the article, but did contain a less amount. DMisbranding was.
alleged for the further reason that the article was food in package form, and
the quantity of the contents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on the
outside of the package. '
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On June 23, 1920, the defenchnts entered ple'w of cuilty to the information,
and the court unposed a fine of $25
. D Barr, Acting SC’CI ctau of AJI iculture.

8120. Adulteration of tomate catsup. U. 8. * * * vy, 29 Gallon Cans of
Tomate Catsup. Default decrce of econdemnation, forfeiture, and
destruction, (. & D. No. 515-¢.)

On April 3, 1920, the United States attorney for the District of Maine, acting
upon a report by the Cominissioner of Agriculture of Maine, filed in the District
Yourt of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and condem-
nation of 29 gallon cans of Maple Brand tomato catsup, remaining unsold in
the original unbroken packages at Portland, Maine, alleging that the article had
been shipped on or about December 27, 1919, from Blue Island, Ill., and trans-
ported from the State of Illinois into the State of Maine, anad charging adultera-
tion in violation of the Food and Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel in that it consisted in part
of decomposed vegetable substances.

On April 27, 1920, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment of
condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court that
the product be destroyed by the Uunited States marshal.

L D. Bavi, Acting Scer Ci(l/’lj of Agriculture.

8121, Misbranding of Peacock Solation. U. 8. * * ¥ v, Lee Pfau et al.
(Pfaw Chexnical Co.). Plea of guilty. Fine, $10 and costs. (I, & D,
No. 9429. 1. 8. 'No. 16211-p.)

On March 20, 1919, the United States attorney for the Northern District of
Illinois, acting upon a-report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District
Court of the United Stateg for said district an information against Lee Pfau,
Mary Pfau, and Emil Kraut, trading as the Pfau Chemical Co., Chicago, 111,
alleging shipment by said defendants, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act,
as amended, on or about November 17, 1917, from the State of Illinois into the
State of California, of a quantity of an futlcle, labeled in part ‘ Peacock Solu-
tion,” which was migbranded.

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemlstly of this depart-
ment showed that it was a colorless aqueous solution containing sodium sul-
phate and small amounts of borax, free ammonia, and ammonium sulphate.

It was alleged in substance in the information that the article was misbranded
for the reason that certain statements regarding. the curative or therapeutic
effects thereof, appearing on the bottle label and in the circular accompanying
the article, falsely and fraudulently represented it to be effective as a remedy,
treatment, and cure for eczema, for falling hair and every other form of local
skin, scalp, and hair trouble, for pimples, torturing, disfiguring humors and
tetters, for psoriasis, erysipelas, acne, bunions, sore, swollen, and ecalloused feet,
burng of all kinds, sprains, aching joints, varicose veins, blood poison, local skin
cauncer, slow healing sores, crushed limbs, neuralgia, lumbago, and gout, whereas,
in truth and in fact, it was not. ‘

On June 22, 1920, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant firm, and the court imposed a fine of $10 and costs.

B, D. Bary, Acting Secrctary of Agriculture.



